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Abstract 
Purpose of study, this study examined attitudes towards different teamwork constructs and team-building methods in a sample of 
university students enrolled in either Bachelor’s (N=157) or Master’s (N=85) in Science programs in Extreme Psychology. 
Attitudes towards teamwork and three different types of team-building methods were assessed twice, once before the team-
building training course, and a second time after participation in team-building activity. Methods Questionnaire completed and 
returned within a week. Findings and results On the whole, students gave positive evaluations to the efficiency of team-building 
methods and were willing to be involved in team-building activities. They highlighted the fact that the team formation process 
was an adequate model of professional relations and interactions for extreme psychologists. Results also indicated a number of 
significant mean discrepancies in groups of respondents, but no systematic pattern appeared to underline these differences. At the 
same time, moderate to high pre-test - post-test convergence pointed to considerable changes of student attitudes toward 
teamwork after going through team-building exercises. Conclusions and recommendations It is important that psychologist 
training programs incorporate team-building methods, and are designed to take actual professional tasks into account, as well as 
areas in which students may feel less confident.   
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of Academic World Education and Research Center. 
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1. Problem Statement  
Team building is a process that aims at improving the performance of a group of people working together to 
achieve a common goal. Such programs are carried out within business and non-profit organizations such as: sports 
teams, schools, firms, corporations etc.  
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The concept emerged in the late 1920s, when employee motivation research known as the ‘Hawthorne Studies’ 
was carried out in Chicago. The studies eventually resulted in the formation of an efficient operations team of 
employees at the plant where the experiment had been held. The main factors that contributed to the success of the 
project included employee freedom to establish their own work conditions, lack of pressure, constant feedback and 
satisfaction arising from each individual's performance.  
Nevertheless, the concept of ‘team’ did not appear in the index until 1971 (Hare, 1993), with reference to the 
‘team teaching method’ that had become a focus of reports in education. The more general heading of ‘team’ 
appeared in the index in 1988, with reference to studies of teams used in clinical practice, business, sports, and 
military activities. Texts on team building usually contained the characteristics of the efficient teams and suggested 
some objectives of team-building (Baron, and Kerr, 2003; Baron, Kerr, 2003; Cannon-Bowers, Salas, 1998; 
Parker,2008; Pentland, 2012; Woolley, et al., 2010).  
A team is defined as ‘a small number of people with complementary skills who are committed to a common 
purpose, performance goals, and approach for which they hold themselves mutually accountable’ (Katzenbach, J.R., 
Smith, 1999). Numerous studies indicate that more than 80% of organizations, particularly those with over 100 
employees, utilize multiple types of workplace teams and that team building is one of the most effective group 
development practices in organizations (Cannon-Bowers, Salas, 1998; Cannon-Bowers, 2010; Mullen, Driskell, 
Salas, 1998; Katzenbach, Smith, 1999; Baron, Kerr, 2003; Parker, 2008; Pentland, 2012; Klein, et al., 2009).  
Updating and extending Mullen, Salas, and Driskell's (1998) team-building meta-analysis by assessing a larger 
database and examining a broader set of outcomes, Klein, (2009) considers the impact of four specific team-building 
components (goal setting, interpersonal relations, problem solving, and role clarification) on cognitive, effective, 
process, and performance outcomes. Team building is reported to be most strongly related to effective and process 
outcomes and to have a positive moderate effect across all team outcomes.  
As summarized by Parker, (2008), effective teams have specific, discrete characteristics, including clarity of 
purpose, informality and participation, members listening to civilized disagreement when it occurs, open 
communication, clarity of roles and assignments, shared leadership, style diversity, and a commitment to assessing 
team performance. Such factors as a team size (Klein, C. et al., 2009), member cognitive styles (Aggarwal A., and 
Woolley A.W., 2012), the proportion of women in the team, collective intelligence (Woolley A.W. et al., 2010), and 
patterns of group member communication (Pentland, A., 2012) are reported as a team efficiency predictors.  
Numerous investigations of team building efficiency have been recently organized and reported in health care 
practice, where achieving excellent clinical outcomes call upon the contributions of a variety of specialized 
individuals and/or services (Wheeler, Stoller, 2011). Since 1986, numerous studies have assessed the impact of team 
training programs in health care. Teamwork is associated with better than expected survival of patients, more 
accurate diagnoses, lower rate of observed errors in Emergency Room care, excellent clinical outcomes, better 
resuscitation technique, shorter surgical times in performing minimally invasive cardiac surgery, the quality of a 
surgeon’s performance, decreased surgical mortality, etc.   
Despite undoubtedly high efficiency of teamwork in health care, perceptions about the nature and value of 
teamwork vary among health professionals. Carney, et al. (2009) reports more favourable attitudes towards 
communication during medical procedures and towards teamwork effectiveness among surgeons than among nurses, 
while surgeons rate teamwork to be equally valuable among both other surgeons and nurses. Pullon, S. et al. (2011) 
compare patient and health professional perceptions about teams, team membership, and team member roles. While 
the interviewed health professionals place considerable value on effective teamwork, their descriptions of teamwork 
practices often do not equate to working in a fully-fledged team. The patients, in turn, want to be a part of their own 
health care team actively involved in decision-making. 
The studies of teamwork efficiency in the education process are also informative (Alexander, and Stone, 1997; 
Ashraf, 2004; Bacon, Stewart and Silver, 1999; Weiner, and Diamond, 1985; Buckenmyer, 2001; Chen, Donahue, 
and Klimoski, 2004; Fredrick, 2008; Freeman, 1996; Hansen, 2006; Holloway, 2004; Johnson, D.W., Johnson, R.T., 
and Smith, 1998; McCorkle, et al., 1999; Michaelsen, Knight, and Fink, (Eds), 2004; Paff, Huddleston, 2003; 
Pineda, Barger, Lerner, 2009; Pineda, Lerner, 2006; Robbins, and Fredendall, 2001). The arguments for cooperative 
(and the more intense collaborative) learning include the notion that teamwork actively engages participants in the 
learning process, that it promotes ‘real world’ skills that will be needed in the working place, and that it provides a 
supportive and secure learning environment (Underwood,2003). The literature states that certain skills and benefits 
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are learned and developed through the use of team building exercises and group projects, including teamwork, 
problem solving, and communication (Alexander & Stone, 1997; Ashraf, 2004; Bolton 1999).  
Haberyan, (2007) and others report that team-based learning has been recently utilized in science, education, 
business, and medical education disciplines with positive results. Specific benefits include improved student 
communication and group interaction skills, better comprehension of complex course concepts, higher level of 
educational outcomes for both high and low achieving students, improved retention of course information, enhanced 
higher order reasoning and social support within the classroom, improved critical thinking skills etc. Furthermore, 
cooperation is related to indicators of mental health, including high self-esteem (Wolfe, 2008).  
Boyer, Weiner, and Diamond (1985) claim that working in a team provides students with access to many 
different learning, working, and writing styles, thus allowing them to gain a greater understanding of course 
concepts. A study by Johnson, Johnson, and Smith (1998) shows that collaborative learning increases individual 
achievement more than either individual or competitive learning. According to their report, other advantages for 
students who work in teams include intrinsic motivation, persistence when facing adversity, willingness to perform 
difficult tasks, ability to translate knowledge from one task to another etc. 
However, not all of the evidence supports the view that teamwork results in improved educational outcomes. 
Students often fail to match the enthusiasm for teamwork shown by educators. They are not convinced of positive 
teamwork effects and prefer to work individually (Rudawska, Zarek, 2012). This antipathy is often associated with 
‘freeloaders’ and   ‘social loafers’, particularly for older groups (Brooks and Ammons, 2003). Students are also 
aware that the educational system is competitive – for every winner there is a loser and only individual effort is 
rewarded (Underwood, 2003). Conversely, problems do exist in team projects, including inadequate preparation, 
unclear goals, mismanagement, conflicts, unequal participation, lack of leadership, and lack of team development 
(Hansen 2006; Bacon, Stewart and Silver, 1999; Brooks and Ammons, 2003; McCorkle et al, 1999). 
Comparing the attitudes of U.S. and Lithuanian students regarding teamwork, Pineda, Barger, and Lerner (2009) 
report that both groups have similar definitions of a team, and agree on the value of teamwork with regard to self-
development. Their attitudes diverge, however, with regard to whether teamwork produces better outputs, as well as 
in their level of satisfaction with teamwork. The U.S. sample has lower mean scores with respect to the ability of 
teams to produce more and better educational outcomes, as well as to their level of satisfaction with group work and 
their desire to work in teams again. As U.S. students can see the personal benefits they derive from teamwork but 
not necessarily appreciate the group outcomes that it can produce, one possible explanation of the results is their 
belonging to a society that values individualism.  
While applying the individualistic versus collectivistic paradigm to the formation of teams, Thompson, Anitsal 
and Barrett (2008) discovered that students in religiously affiliated schools do not demonstrate a higher preference 
for teamwork than students in secular-based schools. The authors state that, since students at religiously affiliated 
schools demonstrate greater dislike for teams, professors at these schools should take greater care in training 
students in the value of team assignments as well as train them in teamwork issues. 
Paff, and Huddleston, (2003) assess numerous predictors of marketing student attitudes toward team projects. 
Anecdotal evidence based on the first author’s recent experiences and the second author’s 20 years of teaching 
experience suggest that a significant number of students harbour very negative attitudes toward team projects. Their 
study has revealed that neither leadership nor group size appear to influence student perception of teamwork. The 
authors’ conclusion regarding cooperation, which appears to be also non-predictive, seems surprising and 
counterintuitive. At the same time, the study reveals that the most significant predictor of student attitudes toward 
teamwork is a grade received on a project. Thus, an individual who has received a good grade on a project is more 
likely to have a positive attitude toward teamwork. Time in class has been also found to be a significant predictor of 
positive attitudes toward working on a team, suggesting that more class time devoted to work on a project yields 
more positive assessments. The use of peer evaluations also leads to more positive student attitudes toward 
teamwork. Such measures allow students to feel that they are in more control of the result of their efforts. Providing 
students with an opportunity to communicate negative aspects of a team experience may reduce frustration, and 
students may feel as if their concerns are taken seriously. The authors have also found that the absence of a free rider 
problem is the second best predictor of more positive attitudes toward teamwork. 
Observing several recent research studies, Holloway (2004) evaluates the conditions that facilitate student 
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teamwork and lead to positive experiences for students working with their peers. The author highlights such 
variables as sufficient time, careful planning, training in group skills, teamwork outside the classroom and teacher 
training. The author reports that students identify three conditions that make teams function well: sufficient time for 
group participants to talk and plan; opportunities to exchange ideas with others; and the chance to present their 
findings to one another and to outsiders.    
Ettington and Camp (2002) have discovered that when teachers provide proper advanced planning, student 
teamwork skills improve. Specifically, teachers must first design group tasks with explicit consideration of 
objectives for skill development and content learning. Next, teachers must create groups that will use the skills 
required for the task. Third, teachers must monitor group progress to ensure that students are developing skills. 
Finally, teachers must evaluate and reward the development of group process skills. This evaluation and reward 
process positively affects student motivation and teamwork outcomes. 
The observation of resent team based learning studies leads to the assertion that teamwork is a crucial component 
of contemporary higher education. Some authors have focused on the advantages and disadvantages of teamwork 
and team learning, others have highlighted the effects of teams on student educational outcomes, and a sufficient 
group of researchers have focused on student attitudes toward team and collaborative educational methods. 
However, it is disappointing that the occupational and educational potential of team building methods in psychology 
has not been adequately investigated. While psychologists have been deliberately studying teamwork and team 
learning in economics, marketing, health care and sports, they have remained uninterested in teamwork potential and 
outcomes in their own profession.          
2. Purpose of Study 
In view of the above, the purpose of this study is to investigate psychology student attitudes toward team based 
learning, to inform its future development within extreme psychology curricula and to provide a better 
understanding of variables that contribute to positive student attitudes toward teamwork.  
The objectives of the study are: 
(1) To investigate psychology student willingness to be involved in teamwork. 
(2) To investigate student attitudes toward teamwork and different team-building methods.   
(3) To investigate the influence of demographic factors on attitudes to teamwork.  
(4) To investigate the influence of team building experience on student attitudes to team based learning. 
3. Method 
3.1. Participants 
The study is based on a sample of university students enrolled in either Bachelor’s (N=157) or Master’s (N=85) 
of Science programs in Extreme psychology. The sample consists of 145 females and 92 males. The mean age is 
24.7 years, with a range 19-42 years. In terms of age distribution, respondents who were 25 years old or younger 
comprised 67.1 percent of the sample, while those who were older than 25 accounted for 32.9 percent of 
participants.  
3.2. Materials 
A questionnaire based on previous questionnaires (Paff, Huddleston, 2003; Thompson, Anitsal, Barrett, 2008; 
Wolfe, 2008) and modified to fit the objectives of the study has been developed. The questionnaire has two sections: 
Section A supplies simple demographic data (age, sex, degree type); and Section B includes 32 questions on 
respondent attitudes to team based learning, separated into seven constructs (team experience or general satisfaction, 
teamwork efficiency, team-building method, peer relations, cooperation, leadership, and individualism).   
A 5-point Likert-type scale format is used to rate most items in Section B (1 = strongly disagree). An exception is 
the rating of their team experience, which uses a 10-point scale (1 = awful, 10 = excellent). 
The study utilizes seven teamwork constructs in understanding student attitudes toward team based learning 
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practice in higher psychology education.  
3.3. Teamwork Constructs 
C1 Team experience (general satisfaction) 
On a scale of 1 to 10, rate your experience with this team (1 =awful, 10 = excellent). 
C2 Teamwork efficiency   
Working in teams in class is productive and efficient. 
It is a waste of time to work in groups (r). 
In my career, I can be as successful working alone as working with others (r). 
Teamwork is meaningful and relevant to my learning objectives to the course. 
Teamwork is meaningful and relevant to my future career goals. 
C3 Team building method (preference) 
C3.1 The most important thing in teamwork is favorable peer relations. 
 Effective communication is most important in teamwork.  
C 3.2 Solving problems in a group is an effective way to learn. 
Solving problems in groups leads to better decisions than solving problems alone. 
C.3.3 Team work should be structured according to individual skills and abilities. 
I prefer to choose my role in team assignments. 
C4 Peer Evaluation 
I have a positive attitude about working with my peers. 
The ability to work with my peers is a valuable skill.  
The members of my teams vary widely in their areas of expertise. 
The members of my teams have a variety of different backgrounds and experiences. 
The members of my teams have skills and abilities that complement each other. 
C5 Cooperation 
 I like to work with other people. 
Cooperation is preferable to competition. 
 If given the choice, I would prefer to work as part of a team rather than work alone. 
 I find that working as a member of a team increases my ability to perform effectively. 
 I generally prefer to work as part of a team. 
C6 Leadership 
I feel like a leader. 
I feel that I am in charge of the group. 
I am a follower in the group. (r) 
I feel like I am always being told what to do. (r) 
In teamwork, I usually play leading roles.  
C7 Individualism 
 Only those who depend on themselves get ahead in life. 
 To be superior, a person must stand alone. 
 If you want something done right, you've got to do it yourself. 
 What happens to me is my own doing. 
 In the long run, the only person you can count on is yourself. 
NOTE: (r) indicates a reversed item. 
3.4. Procedure 
The research begins by assessing student attitudes toward team based learning at the beginning of teamwork 
practice and estimates to what extent those attitudes are affected by age, course level and sex. Then, we measure 
whether or not student attitudes change after a semester of working in team-based learning classes. The evaluation 
of the first construct (team experience general satisfaction) is included in the questionnaire that is handed out after 
students complete teamwork exercises. 
852   Valentina Ekimova and Alexey Kokurin /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  186 ( 2015 )  847 – 855 
Two-sample t-test analyses were used to determine whether or not the means of the selected two respondent 
categories (e.g., Bachelor/ Master course students, as well as male/female students, <=25 years old/>25 years old 
students) are statistically different. Before conducting any two-sample t-tests, tests of assumptions for normality and 
equal variances were carried out. When the normality assumption didn’t work out, the Mann-Whitney U and 
Wilcoxon rank-sum test for difference in medians was considered. 
 
4. Findings and Results 
The results of the study show some general trends: 
- psychology students highly evaluate teamwork efficiency for both their learning and future career 
objectives; 
- psychology students are generally satisfied with their teamwork experience, and have positive attitudes 
toward their peers; 
- students demonstrate significantly more positive attitudes toward teamwork based learning after 
completing teamwork based courses. 
These results on the whole correspond to those of previous studies (Alexander, and Stone, 1997; Freeman,1996; 
Holloway, 2004; Paff, and Huddleston, 2003; Pineda, 2006; Rudawska, and Szarek, 2014; Wolfe, 2008). However, 
there are several specific findings that are neither mentioned nor discussed in previous reports.           
At the beginning of the semester, age was significantly (at p level of 0.05) positive for 2 (teamwork efficiency), 
3.3 (role centered team building type) and 4 (peer evaluation) constructs. It was significant and negative (at p level 
of 0.01) for construct 7 (individualism) and insignificant for all other constructs. Degree type was statistically 
significant (at p level of 0.05) for 2 (teamwork efficiency), 3.3 (problem centered team building type), 4 (peer 
evaluation) and 5 (cooperation) constructs, with Master course students giving more positive evaluations of all 4 
constructs. Gender differences were significant (at p level of 0.01) for construct 3.1 (relations centered team 
building type), with males indicating a less positive attitude than females, and (at p level of 0.05) for 6 (leadership) 
and 7 (individualism) with males indicating a more positive attitude.    
So, overall, there appeared to be few differences between males/females, and more differences between 
Bachelor’s/Master’s course students and between older/younger respondents in terms of their attitudes towards 
teamwork prior to student completions of teamwork classes. Male psychology students are not as concerned with 
peer relations in the group as female, and are more inclined to an individual mode and leading roles in learning 
process. The older students appreciate teamwork efficiency, peer relations and role centered team building type 
tasks more than the younger ones. Master course students estimate the potential and outcomes of cooperation with 
peers to be higher than Bachelor course students, especially in problem solving. Specifically, Master course students 
prefer to work as part of a team rather than work alone, and they consider the members of their teams to have skills 
and abilities that complement each other. On the contrary, Bachelor course students believe that if they want 
something done right, they must do it themselves, and in the long run, the only people they can count on are 
themselves.   
By the end of the semester, when the team based course was finished, many of the differences in attitude related 
to age disappeared. Age only remained significantly (at p level of 0.05) negative for construct 7 (individualism). The 
gender difference on construct 6 (leadership) was no longer significant, but females were significantly (at p level of 
0.05) more positive for construct 3.1 (relations centered team building type), and males for construct 7 
(individualism). 
Closer inspection of the responses to the statements, however, revealed that the attitudes of males towards team 
learning became more positive. However, they were still not as positive as attitudes of female students. Finally, 
Bachelor students posted an increase in positive attitudes toward working with others. Thus, the only significant (at 
p level of 0.05) difference was posted for the 3.3 construct (problem centered team building type), which was 
evaluated higher by Master of psychology course students.  
T-statistics and Wilcoxon rank-sum test were also run for the change in response to each of the teamwork 
construct question for each of the respondents groups (Bachelor/ Master course students, male/female students, 
<=25 years old/>25 years old students) from the beginning of the team based classes to the end of the course. These 
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results suggest that psychology student attitudes toward teamwork changed significantly after the team based 
learning course. After the teamwork experience, student evaluations of constructs such as teamwork efficiency (2), 
peer evaluation (4), and cooperation (5) became significantly higher practically in all groups. The most significant 
(at p level of 0.01) positive changes occurred: 
- in females with construct 6 (leadership), 
- in males with constructs 7 (individualism) and 5 (cooperation),  
- in younger students with constructs 4 (peer evaluation) and 5 (cooperation), 
- in Bachelor course students with 4 (peer evaluation) and 5 (cooperation). 
So, in the whole, there appeared to be fewer differences between all respondent groups in terms of their attitudes 
towards team based leaning upon teamwork class completion. Male psychology students became more accepting of 
group learning and cooperation, and females – more inclined to take on leading roles. The Bachelor course students, 
along with younger students, changed their individualistic attitudes to more collaborative approaches. In particular, 
they are less likely to agree that working in groups is a waste of time and more likely to agree that working in teams 
in class is productive and efficient, and that solving problems in groups is both an effective way to learn and an 
effective way to practice what they have learned. 
Aside from these differences, the mean estimations of teamwork experience general satisfaction (construct 1) 
vary from 7.3 to 8.1 in all groups with no significant differences, so the majority of respondents are generally 
satisfied with teamwork results. At the same time, moderate to high pre-teamwork – post-teamwork convergence 
points to considerable positive changes of psychology student attitudes toward different team-building methods after 
the completion of teamwork exercises.          
Stepwise multiple regression was used in order to estimate the team constructs 2-7 predictability towards student 
teamwork experience general satisfaction (construct 1). Student rating of a recent teamwork experience (1 = awful, 
10 = excellent) was the dependent variable (construct 1). The independent variables were teamwork efficiency 
(construct 2), team building method (constructs 3.1, 3.2, 3.3), peer evaluation (construct 4), cooperation (construct 
5), leadership (construct 6), and individualism (construct 7). 
Five independent variables were retained in the model (p<.0001). The results of the regression analysis are 
presented in Table 1. 
     Table 1. Predictors of teamwork experience general satisfaction. 
Variable                                                   E T Significance 
C2 teamwork efficiency                        .473 5.936 .0001 
C3.2 problem centered 
         team building type                        .442   
                                  
5.359 
                                  
.0001 
C5 cooperation                                       .382 
C4 peer evaluation                                  .248 
C7 individualism                                     .227     
4.872 
3.075 
2.804 
.0001 
.001 
.007 
 
Stepwise multiple regression revealed that such teamwork constructs as relations centered (c3.1) and role 
centered (c3.3) team building types and leadership were not predictors of student satisfaction in team based learning 
exercises. Thus, leadership and team building methods based either on interpersonal relations or on group roles 
distribution do not appear to influence student attitudes toward teamwork. On the contrary, constructs such as team 
efficiency (c2), problem centered team building type (c3.2), cooperation (c5), peer evaluation (c4) and individualism 
(c7) were highly predictive of student evaluations of teamwork experience. Thus, paying more attention to 
teamwork efficiency, cooperation and problem solving in team exercises, as well as discouraging individualistic 
tendencies, result in higher evaluations of teamwork experiences.       
These results partially coincide with Paff and Huddleston’s (2003) results concerning ‘leadership’ insignificance 
and ‘peer evaluation’ predictability for student teamwork satisfaction. At the same time, our results differ from the 
conclusions on cooperation’s insignificance drawn by Paff and Huddleston (2003) and correspond to Robbins and 
Fredendall’s (2001) research, which reveals that, for teams of college students, cooperation is related to team 
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success and effectiveness.     
 
5. Conclusions and Recommendations 
When asked what qualities will best prepare students for ‘real life’, employers often mention teamwork – the 
ability to cooperate and communicate with others to reach common goals. Cooperation and the ability to work on a 
team are especially important in so-called ‘helping professions’ – medical care, social work and psychology. 
However, teamwork educational methods are neither frequently implemented nor well researched in the sphere of 
psychology education.  
The study revealed some demographic differences in acceptance of teamwork and peer collaboration that can 
help to improve student teamwork outcomes. Age, sex and education level appear to be variables that are worthy of 
further research. The impact of training students, how to work in teams, is also in need further investigation. This 
research also suggests that a positive learning experience can enhance attitudes toward teamwork efficiency and 
cooperation with peers, possibly making students more willing to participate in team classes. 
Our study revealed that student attitudes toward team based learning were predicted by teamwork efficiency, 
problem solving centred team practice, cooperation, peer evaluation and individualistic tendencies of students. No 
relationship was found between the degree of leadership, relations and role centred types of team building, and 
psychology student attitudes toward teamwork. 
On the basis of our results, we suggest that team effectiveness may be enhanced by having a mix of age, 
education level, and sex of team mates. Positive attitudes on the part of certain members can help soften negative, or 
less positive, attitudes on the part of others. 
It’s also helpful to emphasize the importance of teamwork in real-world situations and future professional career 
as a hiring criterion in job recruitments and interviews.  
It’s rather important to give students time to share contact information; discuss individual preferences, work 
patterns, responsibilities; to set deadlines, and to evaluate and appreciate teamwork and individual outcomes. 
Students may also appreciate instructor attention to accountability and intervention in certain problematic 
situations.  
It is especially important that psychology education programs incorporate team-building methods, are designed to 
take future professional tasks into account, and help participants gain more experience in areas in which students 
may feel less confident.   
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